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2~143 S. Hays Road
M~teca, CA 95557
August 4, 1996

Letter Snow, Executive Director Fax (916) 654-9780
CALFED Bay~Delta Program
1416 9th St., Suite 1155
Sacramento° CA 9~S14

Dea~ Lester:                       -~ .

~ propose that the agenda0for the ne~t BDAC meeting include
delibarationbyBDAC regarding several proposals ~hat are
included in the June 25 and July 19 packets. These are proposals
regarding which some R~AC ~emb~rs have expressed concern, but
whiuh remain amo~ the alternatives without r~solution of the
concerns.

i~    Th~ June 25 and July 19 packe~s, eauh on pag~ 36~ propose
reducing agricultural water "demand’~ by substantial permanent and
te.~por~ry fallowing of a~rlcultur~l land "to m~ke water available
for o~her uses," You have since backed away from permanent
fallowing, but not from the proposal tu ~ximlze the potenti~l
for temporary land fallo~ing." The BDAC shcuid discuss and

’     advi~ as to whether thi~ is in the p’~blic interest.

Why should ~he a~ricultural industry b.e the only water
dependent industz~f to give up dry year water and how does the
proposal comply with ~he solutlon.princ±ple~ of providing a
"reascnab!e balance o£ reliability", ~-~ "avoiding redirected
impacts", a~dmlnimizing "economic impacts at the regional
level?"

Periodic shut d~wa of any industry involves unemployment,
local eccnomi~ impac£s, loss of cas.h flow to service debt (except
for thewiilins sellers), l~ss of ~us~cmers, and loss of Service
businesses who cannot survive the shu~down~ such as parts and
equipment suppliers, contra~t services, food processors, etc.

2)    To what extent ~ould w~ foster reallocation of water by
transfers and what tyPe of transfers9 Tranmfer~ among
agricultura! water users is a long estahlishe~ and desirable
practice~ Why d~u’t w~ also encourage.transfers among nrbam
water users, includin~ municipal industries and individual
residential water users, just as we do among farmers? What are
the ~cial implications of encouraging transfers of water to a
different basin and p~rpose of use whenever a willing seller
benefits regardl~ss of impacts on local employment, downstream
water umezs, etc.? (Note the Herrick-Hilaebran~ critique of the
pr~oSed "Model Water Transfer Act" which we previously sent to
you),
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3) The program talks of seeking durability, e.g., page 3 of
Objectives in the June 25 packet.. What California population are
we plarm~ g for, and what water supply will be needed to meet
that population’s needs for residences, jobs, manufactured goods
and food? Durability will not be achieved if those needs are not
met.

4)    How can we ignore the economic and social consequences of
failing to provide a drain to restore the salt balance in the
south Central Valley? That salt balance wa~ destroyed by the
importation of a very suhstantia! salt 10~d via the Delta Mendota
Canal.

5)    How do we rv~onc~le the proposal throughout the program for
substantial "purchase of.w~t~r on the San Joaquin ’River system",
(e.g,, page 29, June 25)with the principle of avoidin~
"redirected impacts"? Why do we not propose to supply this water
either by developin~ new yield or by purchases from user~ of DMC
water instead of from water short tributaries. Reall~cation of
agricultural water on the tributaries not ~nly depletes
agEiculture on ~he tributaries, it also reduces downstream summer
straamflow needed for water quality, for riparian d~verslcn~, for
resdlent fishery, and ~or consumptive public trust purposes.

6)    If we propose substantial ~onversions o~ agricultural land
tc w~tlands shouldn’t the proposals include development of new
water yield to replace the water ~upply Io~t to n~n-environmentai

e purposes? An acre of wetland consumes substantially more water
than an acre o~ farmed land.

These questions and issue~ are matter.z of policy which I
believe should be
process. The PEIS is not a policy document. I hope your will
agree.

Sincerely,

~a.~: (209) 825-618~
Phone (209} 823-4166

Mike Madigan (619) 231-1765
Sunne McPeak (415) 981-6408
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